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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicants' arguments filed November 02, 2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not deemed to be persuasive. Rejections and/or objections not reiterated from previous office 
actions are hereby withdrawn as necessitated by claim amendments. The following 

, rejections and/or objections are newly applied as necessitated by the claim amendments. 
They constitute the complete set presently being applied to the instant application. 

2. The amendments to the specification and Figure 1 have been entered. 

3. Claims 1-5 and 20-28 are examined on the merits. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent 
any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to 
point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the 
time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



Application/Control Number: 10/664,537 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2168 

6. Claims 1-4 and 20-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Evans (US 5,924,074A) taken with Palomo et aL (US 2003/0120527A1) (Palomo 
hereafter). 

MOTIVATION TO COMBINE 

7. Evans describes an improve an improvement via the EMR system which finishes 
healthcare providers with an intuitive, easy-to-use,... interface that enables them to capture 
and analyze patient data quickly and efficiently (column 2, lines 28-31). While, Palomo 
describes improving the Evans patent (page 1, [0012], and page 2, [0020] for improving the 
efficiency of a business (page 3, [0039]). Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention would have been motivated by Palomo to improve the patent of Evans 
improving the efficiency of a business. 

PRIOR ART 

8. In regard to claims 1, Evans describes a method of exchanging information via 
annotation, comprising: 

Providing an interface allowing a first user to view query results including one or 
more data objects the first user is authorized to view; select a data object from the 
query results, and create an annotation with a scope encompassing a selected data 
object (column 7, lines 5-39); 

Providing an interface element allowing the first user to expand the scope of the 
annotation to encompass one or more data objects (column 8, lines 19-60, especially, 
"the patients data structure 210 includes pointers to data structures having data within 
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a patient record captured by the point of care system 100 and incorporated from 
external sources" (expand the scope...). 

9. However, Evans does not describe the limitation of "the first user is not authorized to 
view." 

10. Palomo describes "a medical service provider (e.g. doctor) would have full access to a 
patient's medical file. . .a medical technologist may have access to the portion of the patient's 
file that relates to medical testing but not necessarily to the past general medical history 
(column 7, lines 1-12). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art improve the patent of Evans, as describe by Palomo, to have the first user as not being 
authorized to view the one or more objects as defined by each access level. The motivation 
would be to improve the patent of Evens improving the efficiency of a business by enabling 
patient data capture and analysis quickly and efficiently. 

1 1. In regard to claim 2, Evans in view of Palomo describes an interface element allowing the 
first user to expand the scope of the annotation comprises providing an interface element 
allowing the user to associate the annotation with a primary key for a row of data containing 
the selected data object (column 8, lines 19-28, especially, "PID"). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to improve the patent of Evans, as describe by 
Palomo, to improve the patent of Evens improving the efficiency of a business by enabling 
patient data capture and analysis quickly and efficiently. 

12. In regard to claim 3, Evans in view of Palomo describes the claimed invention as cited 
above. Further, Evans describes the limitation of "select one or more rows.. ." and "create 
annotation for selected one or more row..." (Figure 5, especially, "Progress Notes" Table). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to improve the patent 
of Evans, as describe by Palomo, to improve the patent of Evens improving the efficiency of 
a business by enabling patient data capture and analysis quickly and efficiently. 

13. In regard to claim 4, Evans in view of Palomo describes the claimed invention as cited 
above. Further, Evans describes the limitation of "storing the annotation with a reference to 
the model entity" (column 8, lines 29-60, and Figure 13 which models the data stored the 
cited database). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
improve the patent of Evans, as describe by Palomo, to improve the patent of Evens 
improving the efficiency of a business by enabling patient data capture and analysis quickly 
and efficiently. 

14. In regard to claims 20-24, Evans in view of Palomo describes the claimed invention as 
cited above. Further, Evans describes "an instance value" (Figure 7, especially, TEST 
values). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to improve 
the patent of Evans, as describe by Palomo, to improve the patent of Evens improving the * 
efficiency of a business by enabling patient data capture and analysis quickly and efficiently. 

15. Claims 5 and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Evans (US 5,924,074A) taken with Palomo et al. (US 2003/0120527A1) (Palomo 
hereafter) as applied to claims 1-4 and 20-24 above, and further in view of Clark et al. 
(US 5974389 A). 
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MOTIVATION TO COMBINE 

16. Evans describes an improve an improvement via the EMR system which finishes 
healthcare providers with an intuitive, easy-to-use,... interface that enables them to capture 
and analyze patient data quickly and efficiently (column 2, lines 28-31). While, Palomo 
describes improving the Evans patent (page 1, [0012], and page 2, [0020]) and Clark patent 
(page 1, [0012], and page 2, [0019]) for improving the efficiency of a business (page 3, 
[0039]). Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have 
been motivated by Palomo to improve the patent of Evens and Clark for improving the 
efficiency of a business. 

PRIOR ART 

17. In regard to claims 5, 25, and 27, Evans and Palomo describe the claimed invention as 
cited above. However, Evans and Palomo do not describe "displaying, to the second user, an 
indication of the annotation." Clark describes "displaying, to the second user, an indication 
of the annotation" (column 9, lines 32-45, especially, "When a second caregiver takes over a 
writable copy from another caregiver, system 100 displays a message asking the second 
caregiver. . ." Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
improve the patent of Evens and Clark for improving the efficiency of a business. 

18. In regard to claim 26, Palomo describes "a medical service provider (e.g. doctor) would 
have full access to a patient's medical file... a receptionist... may only have access to certain 
narrow segments of the same file for scheduling purposes. . ..a medical technologist may have 
access to the portion of the patient's file that relates to medical testing but not necessarily to 
the past general medical history (column 7, lines 1-12). Therefore, it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the second query results that do not 
contain the selected data object described by the annotation such as the query by the 
receptionist. The motivation would be to improve the efficiency of a business. 

19. In regard to claim 28, Palomo describes "a medical service provider (e.g. doctor) would 
have full access to a patient's medical file. . .a receptionist. . .may only have access to certain 
narrow segments of the same file for scheduling purposes.... a medical technologist may have 
access to the portion of the patient's file that relates to medical testing but not necessarily to 
the past general medical history (column 7, lines 1-12). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the second query results that do not 
contain the selected data object described by the annotation such as the query by the medical 
technologist. The motivation would be to improve the efficiency of a business. 

CONCLUSION 

20. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: Son et al. for describing a medical exchange method. 

21. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

22. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 
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37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of 
this final action. 

23. Patent applicants with problems or questions regarding electronic images that can be 
viewed in the Patent Application Information Retrieval system (PAIR) can now contact the 
USPTO's Patent Electronic Business Center (Patent EBC) for assistance. Representatives are 
available to answer your questions daily from 6 am to midnight (EST). The toll free number 
is (866) 217-9197. When calling please have your application serial or patent number, the 
type of document you are having an image problem with, the number of pages and the 
specific nature of the problem. The Patent Electronic Business Center will notify applicants 
of the resolution of the problem within 5-7 business days. Applicants can also check PAIR to 
confirm that the problem has been corrected. The USPTO's Patent Electronic Business 
Center is a complete service center supporting all patent business on the Internet. The 
USPTO's PAIR system provides Internet-based access to patent application status and history 
information. It also enables applicants to view the scanned images of their own application 
file folder(s) as well as general patent information available to the public. 

24. For all other customer support, please call the USPTO Call Center (UCC) at 800-786- 
9199. The USPTO's official fax number is 571-272-8300. 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to C. Dune Ly, whose telephone number is (571) 272-0716. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8 A.M. to 4 P.M. 
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26. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo, can be reached on (571) 272-3642. 
C. Dune Ly ///A>^~ 
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